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THEORY CASE STUDY
• Lexical diﬀusion of lectal diﬀerence
• Cannot study lects in isola on
• Need study of language contact
1. Lectal diﬀerence causes lexically-speciﬁc eﬀect
2. Lectal contact causes lexically-speciﬁc input
3. Usage-based theory predicts that lexically-speciﬁc input
causes lexically-speciﬁc output
4. Intralectal lexical diﬀerences echo lectal diﬀerences
• Par ve geni ve: [ indeﬁnite pronoun + adjec ve (-s) ]NP
• iets bijzonder(s) 'something peculiar', niets speciaal(s)
'nothing special', wat leuk(s) 'something fun'
• The Netherlands prefers with -s, Belgium without -s
• Other factors determining varia on: type of adjec ve,














































































Controlling for all other factors,







The simulated agents are divided into two social groups. For each interaction, a speaker and hearer agent are
selected, with there being a 99% chance that speaker and hearer stem from the same social group. During an
interaction, the speaker may utter one of four forms to the hearer: iets bijzonders, iets bijzonder, iets speciaals
and iets speciaal. Each agent maintains a memory of these forms and a counter of how often it has heard each
form. The probability with which a speaker utters a form is directly proportional to these counts in its memory.
The initial memories of the agents of each social group are chosen such that (i) one group starts with a lexical
preference for the phrase iets bijzonder(s) and a relative morphological preference for the variant with -s ending,
while the other group starts with a lexical preference for the phrase iets speciaal(s) and a relative morphological
preference for the variant without -s ending; and (ii) these lexical and morphological preferences are fully
independent of each other. The initial memory of all agents of one group is iets bijzonders: 80, iets bijzonder: 0,
iets speciaals: 20, iets speciaal: 0. The initial memory of all agents of the other group is iets bijzonders: 12, iets
bijzonder: 8, iets speciaals: 48, iets speciaal: 32. The graph shows the results of 10 runs of 100 million interactions
of 100 agents. We find that intralectal lexical differences arise as a result of contact between the groups.
Real world data
From the ConDiv corpus (Grondelaers et al. 2000), all instances were extracted in which one of the pronouns iets
‘something’, niets ‘nothing’, veel ‘a lot’, wat ‘something’, weinig ‘few’ and zoveel ‘so much’ preceeded one of 15
adjectives with or without -s ending. As for why these pronouns and adjectives were selected, see Pijpops & Van
de Velde (2014: 9-10). The dataset was manually checked, which yielded 3018 genuine occurrences of partitive
genitives, of which 2388 with -s ending, and 630 without -s ending. In a replication study, instances were
extracted from the QLVL Twitter corpus, which contains Tweets gathered by Dr. Tom Ruette between 2012 and
2013. The extraction and verification of the data followed the same procedure, yielding 1299 occurrences in total
(1142 with -s ending 157 without -s ending). The results of the replication study confirmed those reported here.
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